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ABSTRACT
This study is framed in DeRue & Ashford’s (2010) theory of Leadership Identity Construction
which states that leadership emergence is a mutual-influence process that exists between
individuals claiming leadership and the other members of the group granting leadership.
Although this theory and subsequent research details how and in what ways leadership claiming
behaviors can be made to emerge as a leader, the literature is relatively silent on how (or if) too
much or too little claiming behaviors will affect follower’s granting of leadership, and if a
“sweet-spot” of leadership claiming behaviors exists where followers are most likely to grant
leadership. Thus, the purpose of this study is to explore the effects of different frequencies of
leadership claiming behaviors, how it impacts follower’s leadership granting, and potential
individual differences which may moderate this relationship. The study randomly assigned
participants to one of three conditions (i.e., high, medium, and low), where in each condition,
they were exposed to varying levels of leadership claiming behaviors via participation over four
rounds in a business simulation. Findings showed that leadership claiming behavior did not
support the hypothesis which predicted a curvilinear relationship; rather, a linear relationship
emerged which was in line with the current literature. One moderating variable of passive
follower role orientation showed a significant main effect, but again, did not support the
proposed hypothesis as it did not interact with leadership claiming. Exploratory analyses were
also conducted to explore the potential relationship of the results further. Theoretical and
practical implications of this study include addressing important gaps found in the leadership
emergence literature and using potential findings to guide organizational behaviors when
individuals are looking to emerge as leaders. Limitations and future directions are also discussed.
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INTRODUCTION
As leadership theory and practice continues to evolve, more emphasis is now being
placed on the dynamic relationships between leaders and followers, rather than the traditional
leadership theories that focus on intrinsic characteristics thought to predict success (Day,
Fleenor, Atwater, Sturm, & McKee, 2014). Specifically, parts of the literature are now focusing
on the interactive process that explains how leaders emerge and become influential in selfmanaged or leaderless groups (DeRue & Ashford, 2010). This relatively new emphasis is
important, as leadership emergence shows many benefits, including improved employee and
team performance (Yang, Yongli, Hailing & Ling, 2020). Although research has investigated
specific behaviors that “actors” (i.e., someone who wants to lead) can take to signal their desire
for leadership (DeRue & Ashford, 2010), the literature is silent on how too much (or too little) of
this claiming behavior can affect the chances of the actor emerging as a leader. Namely, the
relationship between the intensity of an actor’s claiming behavior and the follower’s perceptions
of the actor’s leadership ability are relatively unknown. Thus, the aim of this study is to
investigate how the intensity of an actor’s claiming behavior can affect follower’s perceptions of
the actor, and subsequent granting of leadership to the actor. In addition to the follower’s
reactions to the leadership claiming behaviors, the proposed study also looks to supplement the
initial claim and address how followership orientation and power distance values may impact
how claiming behaviors are interpreted and, in turn, drive followers’ perceptions of whether
leadership should be granted to the focal individual. Figure 1 depicts the primary relationships
which will be examined in this study.
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Figure 1: Proposed model for the frequency of leadership claiming behaviors and subsequent granting of leadership

In building the foundation for later hypotheses, I first reference DeRue & Ashford’s
(2010) theory of Leadership Identity Construction to help frame the study. This theory states that
leadership emergence is a mutual-influence process that exists between individuals claiming
leadership and the other members of the group. Within the group dynamic, individuals can claim
or be granted different identities based on the actions that they take. Claims are actions that an
individual can make to display their leader identity, and grants are actions that other members
can take to award the focal individual this identity.
Second, in an unconventional manner, I leverage the dual threshold model of anger to
help justify how followers’ leadership perceptions can vary based on the intensity of leadership
claiming behaviors made, where intensity, in this case, is described as the frequency of claiming
behaviors. The dual threshold model of anger posits that there are two thresholds that exist
regarding how an individual can express anger, and depending on the threshold(s) crossed, which
is dictated by the recipient of this anger, this can affect the favorability of the outcomes. Thus,
under this model, when an optimal level of anger is displayed, it can actually lead to positive
effects (Staw, DeCelles & Goey, 2019). Because displays of anger can be viewed as leadership
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behaviors as well, for example, with tyrannical leadership (Mackey, Frieder, Brees, & Martinko,
2017), I look to extend the dual threshold model of anger to go beyond anger (or affective
states), and expect that other forms of intensity, such as an intensity in frequency, rather than
affective states, will also follow a similar pattern, where an optimal level exists.
Third, because research has shown that achievement factors are more relevant to
leadership emergence in teams with high virtuality, this study plans to focus on leadership
emergence within teams operating in such contexts. Team members who operate in high
virtuality contexts are in multiple locations and/or have a high degree of dependence on
technology to facilitate team goals and communicate with other team members. Examples of this
include relying on instant messaging to communicate or using emailing systems to share relevant
project information (Purvanova, Charlier, Reeves & Greco, 2020). Additionally, I would
strategically choose participation as the focal leadership claiming behavior to manipulate.
Participation has shown to be positively associated with leadership emergence (e.g., Badura,
Grijalva, Newman, Yan & Jeon, 2018), and is likely a main action taken during virtual meetings
to claim leadership, as nonverbal claims may not be as salient in a virtual space.
Lastly, when looking at individual characteristics of followers, I choose to focus on
followership role orientations and how these orientations may affect potential followers’
reactions to claims being made by the actor. Since the current study is framed through the theory
of Leadership Identity Construction, which emphasizes followers’ leadership beliefs and
schemas (DeRue & Ashford, 2010) as a factor in leadership emergence, it seems necessary to
explore followership role orientation as a mechanism to understand why members may (or may
not) be more sensitive to the intensity of claiming behaviors, and subsequent granting of
leadership emergence.
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To get a more comprehensive understanding of followers’ expectations of leaders, how
followers interpret claiming behaviors, and how this can affect leadership granting, I also draw
upon individual cultural differences to explain how expectations of prototypical leaders can
develop. Research shows that cultural differences can play a role in subordinates’ expectation of
a leader, as cultural values and norms can guide behaviors of people in society, which can also
be reflected in the socially constructed leader-follower relationship (Stock & Ozbek-Potthoff,
2004).
Understanding the relationships between an actor’s intensity and follower’s perceptions
of leadership can contribute to the literature in number of ways. First, it would help address
important gaps found in the leadership emergence process, and the corresponding literature on
the role of implicit leadership theories on leadership emergence. Currently, the literature focuses
on what actors can do to potentially claim leadership in leaderless groups (DeRue & Ashford,
2010), but does not specify how much of this is ideal, or if the amount of claims made matters at
all. It also extends Staw, DeCelles, and de Goey’s (2019) call to action to observe leadership
behaviors through a threshold perspective, as the current leadership literature often postulates
linear effects for various leadership behaviors. Specifically, when the literature focuses on
participation as a relevant leadership claiming behavior, these effects are assumed to display a
linear pattern where more participation is better (Badura, et. al., 2018). This study would offer a
unique contribution to the literature that can provide more clarity as to the circumstances which
this linear effect does not hold true, or if what is being said and to whom (i.e., the types of
followers) matters. Lastly, the understanding of this relationship as it relates to claiming intensity
can also guide practical implications. If actors are looking to emerge as leaders or organizations
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are looking to have leader emergence in their own teams, these findings can provide more of a
strategic input to the types of claims made.
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THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT
Framework for Leadership Emergence Process
DeRue and Ashford’s (2010) Theory of Leadership Identity Construction aims to explain
how the leader-follower relationships develop in organizations through a social construction
process. This is established through claiming and granting behaviors. Specifically, this theory
highlights that leadership and followership identities are related, and that these identities are
dynamic and fluid, rather than one-directional and fixed. They theorize that when members of
the group grant claims made by the “actor,” more clarity and acceptance of the leader-follower
relationships form, as all members of the group fulfill the social roles that they have chosen. This
idea implies that the capacity of leadership does not fully rely on the character or actions of the
individual, but rather the cognitions of all group members as a whole (Smith, Haslam, & Nielsen,
2017). As leaders and followers continue to mutually reinforce their chosen identities, a
relationship dynamic develops, and a leader emerges.
The Theory of Leadership Identity Construction also specifies how people can claim or
grant leader or follower identities. For this study, the decision was made to focus on leadership
claiming behaviors. The theory postulates that actions taken can be categorized into two
dimensions: direct or indirect and verbal or non-verbal. Combinations of these two dimensions
form four types of leadership claiming behaviors (DeRue & Ashford, 2010). Direct verbal
claiming behaviors include explicit statements coming from the focal individual, indicating that
they would like to lead the group (i.e., “I’d like to be in charge of the project”). In contrast, direct
nonverbal claiming behaviors could include sitting at the head of the table during a meeting
(e.g., Greenberg, 1976). Examples for indirect verbal claims includes name-dropping an
influential organizational leader to highlight one’s potential connection or expertise (DeRue &
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Ashford, 2010) or facilitating/participating in group discussions (e.g., Fung, 2018). Lastly,
indirect non-verbal claims can include working on multiple tasks at once to help the team
achieve their goal. This study chooses to focus on indirect verbal claims being made for two
main reasons. First, evidence in the leadership literature has shown that indirect verbal claims
can be more effective than direct verbal claims to leadership (i.e., Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2002).
Second, due to the focus on behaviors being more salient in high virtuality environments,
indirect verbal claims can be clearer and easily interpreted by other team members compared to
direct nonverbal claiming behaviors and indirect non-verbal claims (i.e., DeRue & Ashford,
2010).
Although this theory provides a rich conceptual background for understanding leadership
emergence, it does not specify how the continued leadership claims made (or not made) can
affect followers’ perceptions of the potential leader. Therefore, there is a lack of evidence
pertaining to how over-signaling or under-signaling claiming behaviors can affect the dynamic
leadership emergence process.

Intensity of Leadership Claiming Behaviors
In this study, I construct the hypotheses by drawing upon the dual threshold model of
anger as a mechanism to propose the possibility of a curvilinear relationship. The dual threshold
model of anger argues that two thresholds can be crossed when experiencing anger in the
workplace. The first threshold, called the “expression threshold,” is crossed when individuals go
from experiencing anger internally, to expressing it to others. The second threshold, called the
“impropriety threshold,” is crossed when an individual goes too far when expressing anger, to
the point where it becomes socially or culturally inappropriate, or when observers become
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offended. The above two thresholds result in three forms of anger expression that have been
argued to exist in the workplace: the supressed form, the expressed form, and the deviant form.
When organizational members are in the “suppressed form of anger,” it can lead to
negative outcomes. For example, when anger is not expressed at all, important personnel capable
of solving the issue may not be aware of the problem to begin with. This can lead to a lack of
communication and continued frustration from the person experiencing the anger (Geddes &
Callister, 2007). Similarly, the frequency of leadership claiming behaviors can also display this
pattern where a lack of actor’s claiming behaviors can influence a follower’s granting negatively.
When too little claiming behaviors are made (i.e., the suppression of claiming behaviors), the
follower may perceive this individual as unfit to lead as participation is one of the most prevalent
predictors for leadership emergence (Badura, et. al., 2018).
Once the expression threshold is crossed, and individuals enter the “expressed form of
anger,” this can lead to positive outcomes, as other organizational members can now become
aware of the issue, and work to resolve the problem (Geddes & Callister, 2007). Analogously
when leadership claiming behaviors are made salient in the minds of the followers (i.e.,
expressed), this can lead to more granting of leadership (Badura, et. al., 2018), as these claiming
behaviors can display the actor’s expertise, motivation, and fitness to lead.
In contrast, if the impropriety threshold is crossed, and an individual enters the “deviant
form of anger” (i.e., behavior that deviates from the organization’s normal or acceptable
behavior), this again can lead to negative outcomes (Geddes & Callister, 2007). For example,
observers can become averse to helping with the situation, as the anger may be perceived to be
directed at them, rather than at the problem (Staw, et. al., 2019). Likewise, the frequency of
leadership claiming behaviors can also have a “deviant form” where too many claiming
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behaviors can have a negative effect on followers, which prevents the follower from granting
leadership, even though these leadership claims are made salient to them. In the case of
leadership emergence, too many claiming behaviors could begin to violate an individual’s
implicit leadership and followership theories regarding how often and to what degree behaviors
should be made. For example, too many claiming behaviors may negatively affect the team
dynamic as the focal individual can be perceived as too rigid or extreme (Shollen & Brunner,
2014). Followers can also perceive too much leadership claiming as negative because it may not
allow them to contribute or speak themselves, which can be important to certain types of
followers (Carsten & Ul-Bein, 2018). Additionally, existing leadership theories of dysfunctional
leadership align with this assumption, as one of the characteristics that make leaders
dysfunctional is the sustained display of certain verbal and non-verbal behaviors, as perceived by
the subordinates. Examples include focusing mainly on mundane tasks or getting lost in the
details (Karakitapoğlu-Aygün, & Gumusluoglu, 2013). An emphasis is placed on sustained as
small to medium amounts of these behaviors may not be perceived as dysfunctional; however,
sustained amounts of these behaviors (i.e., after a certain point) are perceived as negative by the
subordinates. Researchers also found one emergent category of non-transformational leadership
which had negative effects on subordinates was when leaders talk too much, where the overall
goal is not accomplished because these individuals focus on minute or irrelevant details
(Karakitapoğlu-Aygün, & Gumusluoglu, 2013). Although this example pertains to existing
leaders and their subordinates, this line of thinking leaves room to consider that followers may
also apply this schema when observing emerging leaders, where certain sustained behaviors
become dysfunctional and leave negative impressions on them.
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Given the explanation above, for this study, I look to borrow the pattern found in the dual
threshold model of anger and apply it to leadership claiming behaviors. As a potential
mechanism to explain how follower’s perceptions of an actor’s ability to lead can change, I
speculate that the intensity of the claiming behaviors made by the focal individual plays a critical
role. In this study, the intensity of claiming behaviors can be defined as the strength or frequency
of the claiming behavior, as perceived by the followers. For example, when followers perceive
the claiming behavior made to be a weak signal, or do not experience the signal enough, the
leadership claiming behaviors would be at a low intensity. In contrast, if followers perceive the
claiming behavior made to be too strong or experience the signal too many times, the claim
would be at a high intensity. Leveraging the research on leader’s affective displays, this study
predicts that similar to a leader’s unpleasant affective displays (i.e., anger), other forms of
leadership intensity may also see a curvilinear relationship (in an inverted U-shaped fashion)
with team outcomes (Staw, et. al., 2019), in this case, with leadership emergence. As described
above, too little, or too many claiming behaviors can be maladaptive to leadership emergence as
both forms of intensity (i.e., high, and low) can leave a negative impression on the follower, who
will be the one to decide whether or not to grant leadership. Thus, just like the dual threshold
model of anger, I argue there is an ideal level of leadership claiming behaviors that can be made
and effectively showcase an actor’s ability to lead, without overcompensating or negatively
affecting the team dynamic by not allowing others to speak or participate.
For the dual threshold model of anger, Geddes and Callister (2007) mention that crossing
these thresholds are a “function of both actor behavior and observer perceptions; thus, there is a
type of actor-observer interaction inherent with the model” (p. 722). This viewpoint is almost
identical with DeRue and Ashford’s (2010) position on the Theory of Leadership Identity
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Construction, which states that leadership emergence is a mutual influence process that depends
both on the actor and the followers. This theory also inherently places an emphasis on the
interaction between members and their perceptions, rather than viewing the relationships as
static, or one-directional. Because these theoretical underpinnings of the dual threshold model of
anger and the Theory of Leadership Identity Construction are so similar, I would hypothesize
that aspects of the model can be applicable to claiming behaviors in a leadership emergence
capacity as well.

Virtual Teams
As advances in technology, catalyzed by COVID-19, pivot many organizations to work
online, this study focuses on leadership emergence within virtual teams. I believe that this not
only adds to the practicality and generalizability of the potential findings but also helps mitigate
some confounding effects that can arise from ascription factors, such as an overreliance on an
individual’s personality or gender (i.e., Balthazard, et. al., 2009; Johnson et. al., 2008), as this
study’s primary focus is on the frequency of what is being said, not who is saying it. Next, I will
discuss virtual teams and achievement and ascription factors.
Teams with a high degree of virtuality have a high degree of spatial dispersion between
team members, and because of this, are forced to communicate and interact primarily through
technology (i.e., email, online chat, video conference software). Conversely, teams with a low
degree of virtuality low have a low amount of spatial dispersion (i.e., team members occupy one
space) and interact predominately in-person. Due to these teams being primarily collocated, there
is a lower degree of technological dependence when it comes to communicating and interacting
(Purvanova et. al., 2020). With these varying degrees, research has shown that virtuality plays a
factor in how team members are influenced by leadership and how leadership can emerge. For

11

example, researchers found that personality characteristics, such as extraversion and emotional
stability, interacted with the prediction of transformational leadership emergence in a face-toface environment but were mostly irrelevant in virtual contexts. Rather, in a virtual team, the
linguistic quality of an individual’s communication (i.e., what is being said) was a stronger
predictor (Balthazard, Waldman, & Warren, 2009).
The literature discusses two main pathways to leadership emergence. In addition to a
leader’s behavior(s), which fall under the category of achievement factors, leadership emergence
theory also discusses another pathway to leadership emergence via ascription factors (i.e.,
leaders’ traits; Purvanova et. al., 2020). Achievement factors can be defined as actions a person
can take to fulfill expectations and achieve group goals (Paunova, 2015). This type of factor
helps leaders emerge, as the reward for helping the team accomplish their goals is reciprocated in
the form of leadership status. In contrast to achievement factors, which encompass the behaviors
taken by the focal individual, ascription factors focus on the perceived characteristics of the
individual, and how they relate to the follower’s leader prototypes (i.e., people’s lay theories of
characteristics leaders should possess; Shondrick, Dinh, & Lord, 2010; Paunova, 2015).
Although both pathways can trigger leadership emergence within a group, Purvanova et. al.
(2020) found that in teams with high virtuality, factors of achievement were more relevant to
leadership emergence than ascription factors. This was due to the fact that teams with a high
virtuality experience a high degree of separation, as team members can be in multiple locations,
or as observed with the current pandemic, are forced to occupy a virtual space instead. This
spatial dispersion led to both temporal and cultural misunderstandings, where cues of leadership
traits were not as salient or easily interpretable. Although researchers found that ascription
factors still played a role in leadership emergence, this degree of separation caused team
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members to rely more heavily on the behaviors being observed, rather than ascribing leadership
status to others based on their implicit judgments of the actor (Purvanova et al., 2020).

Participation as a Specific Leadership Claiming Behavior
The leadership literature argues for three types of meta-categories that exist to classify
leaders’ behaviors: task-oriented behavior, relations-oriented behavior and change-oriented
behavior (Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2002). The primary objective of task-oriented behaviors is to
improve the reliability and efficiency of the activities within the group. In contrast, the primary
objective of relations-oriented behavior is to maintain task commitment, confidence, and
cooperation within the group. Lastly, the primary objective of change-oriented behavior is to
seek and implement desirable changes to work procedures, tasks, and/or outputs within the group
(Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2002; Yukl, Masud. Prussia & Hassan, 2019). For this behavior
specifically, an emphasis is placed on how leaders initiate and implements change in
organizations and mostly concerns behaviors for leadership effectiveness (Yukl, Gordon, &
Taber, 2002). Given the nature of the task in the proposed study, a decision was made to omit
change-oriented behaviors from the experiment, as these types of behaviors may not be as
relevant for leadership emergence. This is because observing change-oriented behaviors would
require participants to use and understand the current state of how the organization functions,
which is out of scope for the experimental task. Research has also shown that leadership
behaviors needed for virtual team functioning primarily relate to task-related behaviors and
relations-related behaviors (Cogliser, Gardner, Gavin & Broberg, 2012). Additionally, task- and
relations-oriented behaviors have been found to be more closely associated with leadership
emergence, rather than change-oriented behaviors (Purvanova et. al., 2020).
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For this study specifically, I choose to focus on the indirect verbal claiming behavior of
participation, which can be a subset of task-based or relations-based behavioral meta-categories,
depending on how someone participates. Participation refers to a person’s contribution in group
discussions and can be operationalized as how frequent or long group members speak.
Specifically, the type of participation I am focusing on involves the active use of task-based or
relations-based verbal claiming behaviors, which creates a distinction from participation as a
positive follower behavior. In other words, the expression of task- or relations-based claiming
behaviors goes beyond mere participation, as this would be participation with respect to
leadership activities. Through the scope of leadership claiming behaviors, participation is
thought to be positively associated with leadership emergence, because it brings attention to the
speaker, makes the speaker salient in the minds of group members, can highlight the speaker’s
talents, skills, or expertise, and can motivate the group to progress along their goals (Badura et
al., 2018). Research has also shown that participation in group discussion is one of the most
prevalent predictors of leadership emergence (Mullen, Salas & Driskell, 1989).
In relation to participation, the literature shows evidence on how voice, which is defined
as the expression of work-related suggestions or opinions, can show negative effects when
displayed around members who are more socially dominant or less reflective (Sherf, Sinha,
Tangirala & Awasty, 2018). This again places an emphasis on both the leader-follower
interaction discussed previously, as the negative effect of voice (which is very similar to
participation) occurs only when other members perceive this action as undesirable. Just as with
the dual threshold model of anger, an “expressed” form (i.e., a moderate amount) of voice would
seem to be ideal. For example, demonstrating small amounts of voice may not lead to any
positive outcomes (i.e., such as solving team problems) as the suggestions or opinions given may
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not be detailed or helpful which can skew how leaders are viewed, and demonstrating too much
voice may leave bad impressions and negative effects on certain team members, as too much
voice coming from someone can crowd out other member’s ability to signal expertise (Sherf,
Sinha, Tangirala and Awasty ,2018). Through this line of reasoning, voice can also tie into each
of the three models in the dual threshold model of anger (i.e., suppressed, expressed and deviant
form). The corresponding mechanisms would lead to a curvilinear relationship between the
amount of voice coming from a leader (or actor), and the perceived fit to lead, coming from the
follower. Given the close alignment of voice and verbal participation, this idea further
strengthens the extension of the dual threshold model of anger on participation, as it leaves room
to speculate that participation can also be desirable up to a certain level, and anything under or
above that desired level can be maladaptive. In this case, when applying these assumptions to the
leadership claiming behaviors and the granting of leadership, I would consider that it would
follow a similar curvilinear pattern to the dual threshold model where small amounts of
participation and too much participation (as a form of leadership claiming) would lead to less
leadership granting, and moderate amounts of participation would lead to more granting of
leadership from followers. This is because voice, which is very similar to verbal participation,
can follow the same curvilinear pattern found in the dual threshold model of anger. Thus, with
all things considered, I propose hypothesis one (see Figure 1):
Hypothesis 1: In high virtuality leaderless groups, the relationship between the intensity
of an actor’s participation and leadership emergence will be curvilinear (in an inverted
U-shaped fashion).
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Follower’s Expectation of Leaders
There are many factors which can impact how individual team members interpret an
actor’s action. As a potential mechanism to bridge the intensity of an actor’s leadership claiming
behaviors to followers granting of leadership, we reference implicit leadership theory (ILT).
Specifically, a basic premise of ILT is that subordinates assess leaders (or potential leaders)
based on the comparison between their expected understanding of leadership and what is actually
perceived. This comparison can lead to three types of fulfillment: confirmation, negative
disconfirmation, and positive disconfirmation. Confirmation can be described as when the leader
fulfills subordinates’ expectations, negative disconfirmation comes when a leader does not fulfill
this expectations, and positive disconfirmation arises when the leader exceeds subordinates’
expectations through their actual behavior (Stock & Ozbek-Potthoff, 2014). In this study, it is
believed that follower expectations of the leader and frequency of actual behaviors observed play
a critical role in how followers interpret the claiming behaviors being made, and whether
followers end up granting (or not granting) leadership to the focal individual. If the claiming
behaviors made meet or exceed the expectations followers have of a prototypical leader (i.e.,
confirmation or positive disconfirmation), then leadership will be granted from the follower.
However, if expectations are not met (i.e., negative disconfirmation), leadership will not be
granted.
While there has been much literature that examines how leader prototypes are formed,
most of this has focused on leadership styles (Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie & Reichard, 2008;
Gerstner & Day, 1994). However, neglected has been the explicit examination of how other
individual difference variables (i.e., followership role orientation and power distance) may
impact the interpretation of leadership claiming behaviors and the corresponding granting of
leadership by followers. Particularly, I chose to focus on followership role-orientation and power
16

distance because the underpinnings and assumptions of these theories are in line with implicit
leadership theory and the emphasis placed on the leader-follower dynamic (DeRue & Ashford,
2010; Cole, Carter & Zhang, 2013). In other words, both theories (i.e., followership roleorientation and power distance) place an emphasis on how followers interpret information
coming from a leader based on their orientation or understanding of how the leadership dynamic
should work. To explain how these expectations of leaders form in this study, I examine
followership orientation and power distance values as moderating variables. Literature on both
factors give insight on how an individual should or should not interact with another person,
namely, someone in a higher authority position such as a leader or a person with higher status.
Because these factors influence how an individual would act towards these types of people, I
argue that they also play a role in how expectations of a leader forms, which ultimately
influences them on how to act around that leader-figure (see Figure 1).

Followership Role Orientation
Follower role orientation is based on role theory, which outlines that individuals can hold
multiple roles, and the behaviors shown when endorsing a specific role are determined by how
individuals interpret what is required from them, given the situation (Goswami, Evans, Coyle &
Meirovich, 2020). Subsequently, literature on followership describes followership role
orientations as the belief individuals have about their responsibilities inherent to the role of a
follower, and the types of tasks and behaviors that should be enacted given the role that they are
in (Carsten, Uhl-Bien, & Huang, 2018). Examining followership role is important as it provides
another mechanism through which we can begin to interpret what is valued by followers with
respect to the granting of leadership (e.g., follower-leader fit). In this vein, the literature has
traditionally outlined two main types of followership role orientations, where both orientations
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are follower-centric, but vary in the levels of involvement they have with the team, and more
importantly, the leader (Blair & Bligh, 2018; Carsten, Uhl-Bien, & Huang, 2017). A coproduction follower role orientation describes someone who believes followers should be
actively involved in the leader-follower relationship. Individuals with strong co-production role
orientations believe that followers should be partners in the leaders-follower relationship, rather
than subordinates, and engage in behaviors such as gathering and relaying important details,
helping identify and solve problems, and playing devil’s advocate. In contrast to this, someone
with a passive follower orientation believes that followers should be subordinate to leaders.
Individuals with strong passive follower orientations show higher levels of deference towards the
leader, and believe that behaviors such as generating ideas, setting goals, and gathering
information are the job of the leader not the follower (Carsten, Uhl-Bien, & Huang, 2018). Given
the type of followership role orientation an individual is predisposed to, it is believed that this
will influence their expectations regarding the behaviors of a prototypical leader, and whether or
not the claims followers are observing are in line with these expectations (see Figure 1).

Co-production Role Orientation
For this study, I posit that followers choosing a leader (i.e., in a leaderless group) would
likely assess this potential leader based on their followership orientation and the leader
expectations that come from this orientation. As outlined in the literature (Blair & Bligh, 2018;
Carsten, Uhl-Bien, & Huang, 2018), individuals with a stronger co-production role orientation
seem to be more innately invested in the leadership dynamic and mission objectives. In other
words, based on their understanding of how the team should operate or function around the
leader, it is speculated that these team members would be more sensitive to the leadership
claiming behaviors being made by the actor. This is because followers of this orientation will be
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more inclined to assist leaders in accomplishing the team goals. I believe that to evaluate an
actor’s fitness to lead and accomplish these goals, co-production-oriented team members will
continue to assess the leadership claiming behaviors, even past the point in which the actor
initially seems to be a good fit for leadership. If the claims made by the actor are too weak,
members might interpret that as a sign where the actor will not be able to perform their duties
well, and therefore not be able to effectively accomplish team goals. This would lead to
followers not granting leadership to the actor. In contrast, although research is relatively silent
on this direct relationship (i.e., co-production role-oriented followers are more sensitive to too
much leadership claiming behaviors), the literature does hint that if the claims made by the actor
are too strong, team members might interpret that as a sign where the potential leader is too rigid
or extreme (Shollen & Brunner, 2014) and will cause the team dynamic to suffer. Thus, I believe
that if an actor does not over-signal or under-signal leadership claiming behaviors and finds a
“sweet-spot” of claiming frequency, team members with strong co-production follower
orientations will be more likely to recognize that this individual is fit to be the leader. To add to
this line of thinking, given that stronger co-production role orientation is associated with the
belief that followers should actively engage in generating ideas and solving problems (Carsten &
Ul-Bein, 2018), experiencing too many leadership claiming behaviors may result in not granting
leadership, as it leaves little room for followers to participate and violates their theories around
leadership and followership.
Researchers have also found that co-production orientation was positively associated with
voice, which can be defined in this case, as a behavior where members can propose
improvement-oriented ideas and suggestions for change (Carsten & Ul-Bein, 2018). This
research also provides support for the idea that followers with a strong co-production role
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orientation are more sensitive to the behaviors of the team or leader and have a stronger capacity
to question or reject processes that have been previously accepted. Although this research
pertains to already established teams, this study looks to borrow from this literature and apply it
to leadership emergence to highlight this type of follower’s sensitivity to leadership claiming
behavior, where a certain amount of claiming behavior is ideal, and any claims made after that
would cause these types of followers to re-evaluate the actor’s fit to be the leader. As the first
hypothesis emphasizes an optimal amount of leadership claiming behaviors for successful
leadership emergence, I propose that a follower with a strong co-production orientation will be
more in tune to this optimal relationship, and not grant leadership to individuals who claim too
much, or too little. In other words, I would expect that followers with a stronger co-production
role orientation would primarily grant leadership to actors who display moderate amounts of
leadership claiming behaviors, and not truly consider granting leadership to actors who display
low or high levels of leadership claiming behaviors. Specifically, I would expect that as coproduction orientation increases in a follower, the peak of the curvilinear relationship proposed
in hypothesis one will become steeper:
Hypothesis 2: Co-production follower role orientation will moderate the relationship
between intensity of participation and the granting of leadership from followers such that
the higher the co-production role orientation, the stronger the curvilinear relationship
will be.

Passive Follower Role Orientation
In contrast to followers with a co-production follower orientation, individuals with a
passive follower orientation may be more eager to grant leadership, as long as the focal
individual trying to be the leader shows that they are willing to do the work that these types of
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followers believe leaders should do, even if they do too much. In this case, there may be a
minimum intensity threshold that actors need to pass in terms of claiming behaviors to
demonstrate they are a capable leader, but followers with a passive orientation may not be as
sensitive when the actor is doing too much because they want to stay passive and receive more
guidance from someone else. As outlined in Uhl-Bien, & Huang (2018), these types of followers
encourage leaders to do more, so I anticipate that the more claims the actor makes, the higher the
chances are that followers of this orientation will grant leadership, as long as the behaviors are
relevant (i.e., task-oriented or relations-oriented). In this case, I anticipate more of a linear
relationship rather than a curvilinear one when it comes to the intensity of claiming behaviors
and grants from followers.
Hypothesis 3: Passive follower role orientation will moderate the relationships between
intensity of participation and the granting of leadership from followers such that the
higher the passive role orientation, the weaker the curvilinear relationship will be (more
of a linear relationship)

Individual Cultural Differences
Another factor which has received much attention in the leadership literature (Stephan &
Pathak, 2016; Moonen, 2021) and can affect followership perceptions of leadership claiming
behaviors is an individual’s cultural values. To elucidate how cultural values can affect follower
perceptions of leadership claiming behaviors, I reference literature that helps explain how culture
may influence the follower and leader dynamic. I draw upon cultural research because cultural
norms and values influence behavior in society, and since the leader-follower dynamic is
inherently a social process, cultural differences can also influence the construction of this
relationship (Blair & Bligh, 2018). Literature also mentions that effective leadership behavior
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fundamentally depends on a leader’s social problem-solving ability (Mumford, Zaccaro,
Harding, Jacobs, & Fleishman, 2000), which further emphasizes how the leader-follower
dynamic is a social process. Although there are many cultural differences that may influence
social processes, one of the most relevant for leader emergence is power distance, as power
distance values held by both subordinates and a team can greatly influence what is expected from
authority figures and how behaviors and decisions from authority figures are interpreted by
subordinates (Cole, Carter & Zhang, 2013). In this study, as an emphasis is placed on how team
members are interpreting the leadership claiming behaviors made by an actor, it seems
appropriate to consider power distance values (PDV), and how differences in these PDVs can
affect the main hypothesis. Power distance can be described as the extent to which individuals
with less power accept this unequal distribution from people with more power. Power distance is
often described along a continuum ranging from low to high. For example, in high-power
distance teams, the decision-making authority is distinctly given to the leader, and team members
will comply with the leader’s directives, prefer not to be involved in decision making, and may
even feel distressed when asked to assume a responsibility which typically should be done by the
leader. In contrast to this, in low-power distance teams, leaders are more open to consulting team
members before making decisions, view functional disagreements as appropriate and desirable
(Cole, Carter & Zhang, 2013) and are looking to have a more balanced distribution of power in
the leader-subordinate relationship (Puni & Hilton, 2020). Blair and Bligh (2018) also mention
that the reason why PDV can influence the social construction of the follower-leader dynamic is
because culture can moderate key behaviors such as follower willingness to express insights and
divergent thoughts.
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Research shows that a subordinate’s level of power distance can influence their
understanding of a leader, and how they choose to interact with a leader (Stock & Ozbek, 2014).
Because of this, I would argue that this would also influence how a team member would interpret
leader-like behaviors coming from an individual. Based on the literature, I would expect that
followers who possess high PDVs would be more likely to grant leadership to an actor with high
intensity claims due to their expectations of more direction from the leader and hierarchical
leadership schema. This is because individuals who possess high PDVs are not expected to take
initiative or participate in decision making, and the acceptance of negative leadership
characteristics are more tolerated (Stock & Ozbek, 2014). Uhl-Bien and Pillai (2007) suggest
that high power distance contexts also create lower self-expectations to followers. This can lead
to greater hesitance to make suggestions to leaders even if the follower recognizes the leader’s
behavior as undesirable. Conversely, I believe individuals who possess low PDVs strive to be
more proactively involved in the leader-follower dynamic and look to curate a more
collaborative approach to this relationship (Blair & Bligh, 2018), as they want to ensure that the
power distance between them and the leader is not too high. As individuals with low PDVs and
co-production-oriented followers share commonalities, I believe that individuals with low PDV
will also be more sensitive to an optimal level of claiming behavior. This is because they want to
confirm that the potential leader is able to accomplish team goals through a minimum amount of
claiming behaviors being made, but also ensure that the power distance between them and the
leader will not become too high, which can be indicative when an actor makes too many
claiming behaviors. Although this literature is referencing existing leaders and teams, I believe
that potential followers with high or low PDVs would still apply these schemas to focal
individuals in a leaderless group (see Figure 1).
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Hypothesis 4: Power distance will moderate the relationship between intensity of
participation and grants from followers such that as power distance increases, the
weaker the curvilinear relationship becomes.
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METHOD
Design
A between-subjects design was utilized where participants were randomly assigned to
one of three conditions which varied in the frequency of leadership claiming behaviors (i.e., low,
medium, high). The independent variable (IV) was the frequency of the focal individual’s
leadership claiming behaviors, specifically the verbal task- and relations-based behaviors they
displayed. The dependent variable (DV) was the granting of leadership from the participant.
Moderating variables of followership role orientation and power distance were measured to see
how these factors affected the relationship between an actor’s leadership claiming behaviors and
followers granting of leadership.

Participants
A total of 74 individuals participated in the study. Of the 74 participants, 24 were
randomly assigned to the high condition, 26 were randomly assigned to the medium condition
and 24 were randomly assigned to the low condition. As the main hypothesis would require a
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), the estimated sample size to achieve an alpha value ()
of 0.05 would be 66 participants (N=66). The  was determined by referencing the larger
statistical literature that states an  = 0.05 has traditionally been used as the standard cut-off
(Miller & Ulrich, 2019). The power-analysis was calculated using G*Power.
Participants were undergraduate students at a large southeastern university who were 18
years of age or older and have had experience working in a team. There were 40 male
participants, 34 female participants and 1 participant who identified as non-binary The mean age
of participants was 20 (SD = 3.361), where 54% of participants held at least one leadership role
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within the last 6 months. Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions that
correspond to intensity of leadership claiming behaviors (i.e., low, medium, high, see Appendix
A for leader script). Participants were compensated through 1.5 SONA credits per university
policy for a study duration of approximately 1 hour 15 minutes.

Experimental Task
The experimental stimuli that were utilized within the study consisted of a series of four
vignettes which depicted a team engaging in the business simulation Tinsel Town (Devine,
Habig, Marting, Bott & Grayson, 2004). The Tinsel Town task is a business simulation designed
to engage team members to pool their knowledge and work together to achieve a common goal.
Specifically, members act as a management team of a fictional movie studio and their collective
task is to maximize the studio’s profit over four simulated years by choosing specific screenplays
to produce and setting marketing budgets for each film. Tinsel Town is an interdependent team
task where all team members will have access to common information, but each team member
also has unique role-specific information which will be critical to the profit maximization goal
(Devine et. al., 2004). Tinsel Town has been previously run with both three- and four-member
teams. In this study, the Tinsel town simulation consisted of three team members with the
following roles: Vice-President of Marketing, Vice-President of Research, and Vice-President of
Talent.
Within this task setting, I manipulated the intensity of indirect, verbal leadership claiming
behaviors through three experimental conditions. The three conditions were low intensity,
moderate intensity, and high intensity. In each category, the frequency at which a focal
individual (i.e., the actor) made indirect verbal leadership claims was manipulated (see leader
script, Appendix A). Videos with no faces displayed were recorded and shown as a Zoom
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conference to introduce a high degree of virtuality between team members. All team members
heard in the video were male voices, as research has shown there can be gender effects on
leadership emergence (Badura et al,, 2018). The videos consisted of three individuals acting from
a pre-determined script. The script prompted these individuals to interact with each other,
distribute information, and ultimately make a decision to achieve the Tinsel Town goal. The
scripted leadership claiming behaviors (Appendix A) were sourced from existing leadership
taxonomies (Zimmerman et. al., 2008; Cogliser et al., 2012; Shollen & Brunner, 2014;
(Morgeson, DeRue, & Karam, 2005) and contextualized to the current experimental task. On a
per round basis, the high intensity condition included about one leadership claiming behavior per
minute, the moderate intensity condition included one leadership claiming behavior every 2.5
minutes and the low intensity condition included one leadership claiming behavior every 5
minutes. The amounts of leadership claiming behaviors were also piloted to ensure differences
between conditions and that the amounts did not seem unrealistic.
The types of leadership claiming behavior (i.e., task-based, relations-based or a mix of
both) were also distributed equally in the leadership script. In the recording of the vignettes, the
same set of three participants were used to record all rounds in all three conditions. The focal
individual’s interactions were driven by the leadership script (Appendix A) and the other team
members’ interactions were essentially mirrored across conditions based on the first set of
vignette recordings. When the focal individual was not making leadership claims, they simply
participated by answering other team members’ questions.

Procedure
Recruitment occurred through the University of Central Florida’s SONA system where
participants were invited to complete a study on teamwork. Prior to beginning the study,
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participants were given an explanation of research form. Once they agreed to participate in the
study, each participant completed a series of measures which assessed demographic information,
followership role orientation, and power distance values. Next, participants were introduced to
the Tinsel Town simulation task and its goals. They were then instructed to watch a series of
short videos in which they must imagine themselves as a fourth member of the group who will
be joining the team to later assume the role of VP of Talent Acquisition. Participants were told
“prior to fully joining the team, the HR department wants you to sit-in on some decision-making
sessions to check out the team dynamics and how people work together. Therefore, the HR
department is asking you to watch these 4 vignettes to gain some perspective so you can have a
better fit prior to joining the team”. Each video displayed one round of decision making, and a
total of four videos were shown to the participant which corresponded to the four rounds of
decision making needed in the Tinsel Town simulation. The total watching time for condition 1
was 50 minutes and 13 seconds, condition 2 was 50 minutes and 29 seconds, and condition 3 was
50 minutes and 17 seconds.
After each round of decision making, participants were prompted to answer questions
about granting leadership and who is perceived as the leader. Although an argument can be
made that asking these questions after each round may prime participants, efforts were made to
reduce this possibility. Specifically, participants were asked about the granting of leadership
with respect to all group members they observed not only the focal individual (the focus of the
leadership claiming manipulation). Additionally, asking about leadership granting after each
round allowed me to conduct exploratory analyses to examine the degree to which leadership
granting changes over time. At study completion, participants were asked to complete a
manipulation check to ensure the manipulated variable (i.e., frequency of nonverbal indirect
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leadership claims) were perceived as intended within each condition. Finally, participants were
debriefed on the study. Once the study was completed (approximate length 1 hour 15 minutes),
participants were compensated with 1.5 SONA credits in accordance with university policy.

Measures
Manipulation Check. The actor’s task- and relations-oriented behaviors were measured
by manipulating the frequency in which a focal individual participated via indirect verbal
claiming behaviors (i.e., high, moderate & low categories). Participants filled out a questionnaire
in which they rated how often each team member engaged in leadership behavior and how
frequently leadership claiming behaviors were made by each team member (see Appendix B).
The manipulation check consisted of two items. The first item used a categorical response scale
(i.e., high, medium, and low) and asked participants to ‘rate the frequency with which you felt
that [Team Member] engaged in leadership behaviors during the Tinsel Town simulation game’.
The second item asked a similar question which asked ‘to what extent each team member
engaged in leadership behaviors’ but used a continuous response scale which ranged from 1-5
(Never to Very Frequently). During the experiment, the continuous variable was missed and not
sufficiently collected due to human error. Therefore, only the categorical scale question was used
during the analysis.
Demographics. Demographic information such as age, race, ethnicity, gender, education,
and employment was measured via a short, 6-question demographic questionnaire (see Appendix
C).
Followership Role Orientation. Co-production followership orientation was measured
with Carsten and Uhl-Bien’s (2012) 5-item scale (=.74). Example items include “Followers
should be on the lookout for suggestions they can offer to superiors” and “Followers should
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proactively identify problems that could affect the organization.” Passive follower orientation
was measured via Carten, Uhl-Bien, & Huang’s (2017) 4-item scale (=.76). Example items
include “Followers do not have to take on much responsibility for thinking about how things get
done” and “Because one is a follower, she/he does not have to worry about being involved in
decision making.” Both co-production followership orientation and passive followership
orientation were administered using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to
6 = Strongly Agree (see Appendix D).
Power Distance. Power distance values were measured via Hofstede’s 5-item Power
Distance Index (=.66) (Yoo, Donthu, & Lenartowicz, 2011). Example items include “People in
higher positions should make most decisions without consulting people in lower positions” and
“People in higher positions should not ask the opinions of people in lower positions too
frequently.” The Power Distance Index was administered using a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree (see Appendix E).
Granting of Leadership. At the conclusion of each round, participants completed a
questionnaire which assessed the degree to which they would grant leadership to each of the
three team members. This questionnaire was composed of the following two questions: (1) “To
what degree would you grant leadership to [team member] in the last round?”, and (2) “To what
degree would you choose [team member] to be the leader during the next round?” After the final
round, participants were prompted with an additional question asking to what degree they would
grant that team member leadership considering all rounds. Two different questions about
granting were asked after each round of decision-making to explore different mechanisms of
leadership granting. This form of measurement follows previous literature on the granting of
leadership in leaderless group discussions, where group members were asked to assess which
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individuals emerged as a leader (Ensari, Riggio, Christian & Carslaw, 2011). All responses were
made on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1= Not at all to 5 = Extremely (see Appendix F).
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RESULTS
To test the manipulation’s effectiveness, a Chi-Square test of independence was used via
crosstabs, as the question asking about the degree to which the focal actor made claims was
categorical. The independent variable (IV) was the condition each the participant was in (i.e.,
low, medium, and high conditions) and the dependent variable (DV) was the perceived
frequency of claiming behaviors coming from the focal individual where participants rated the
claiming frequency as low, medium, or high. Results showed that there were no significant
differences among the three conditions, X2 (4, N= 75) = 2.32, p > .05, suggesting that the
manipulation did not work as intended. Participants perceived the degree to which the focal
individual engaged in leadership claiming behaviors to be similar across condition, high
condition (M = 2.76, SD = .523), medium condition (M = 2.85, SD = .368) and low condition (M
= 2.67, SD = .637).
Hypothesis 1 predicted that there would be a curvilinear relationship between the
intensity of an actor’s participation and leadership emergence (in an inverted U-shaped fashion).
Hypothesis 1 was examined through a one-way ANOVA analysis. Specifically, the independent
variable (IV) was the frequency of leadership claiming behaviors from the focal individual in
low, medium, and high conditions, and the dependent variable was the granting of leadership
from participants. A supported hypothesis would show significant differences between each
condition, where the medium condition would be higher than both the low and high conditions.
Results indicated a non-significant effect of the frequency of leadership claiming behaviors on
the granting of leadership at the p<.05 level for the three conditions [F (2,72) = 2.901, p = .061].
Furthermore, Tukey’s post-hoc test revealed that the mean score for the high (M = 4.80, SD
= .577) medium (M = 4.73, SD = .533) and low conditions (M = 4.33, SD = 1.00) were not
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significantly different, albeit trending in the right direction. Hypothesis 1 predicted that there
would be a significant difference from condition two to condition one and three, where the mean
of condition two would be significantly higher. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.
Hypotheses 2-4 concerned the moderating effects of different followership dynamics on
the main hypothesis, which were tested individually. To test Hypothesis 2, 3 and 4, Hayes’s
PROCESS macro analysis was used to check for moderation effects (Hayes, 2013). As per
Figure 2, within Model One of the PROCESS macro analysis, X represents the frequency of
leadership claiming behaviors, Y would represent the granting of leadership, and M denotes the
individual moderation effect of co-production role orientation, passive follower role orientation
and power distance as outlined in Hypotheses 2,3, and 4, respectively (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: Concept model of PROCESS macro relationships

For Hypothesis 2, neither the overall model (F (3, 69) = 1.56, p>.05, R2 = .064) nor the
interaction term (b = -.063, t (3,69) = -.319, p>.05, CI: -.457, .331) was significant. Hypothesis 2
predicted a stronger effect of the curvilinear relationship predicted in Hypothesis 1, and
therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not supported (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Moderation effect of co-production role orientation (CPO) on the frequency of leadership claiming
behaviors and granting of leadership.

Similarly, for Hypothesis 3, the degree to which passive follower role orientation moderated the
relationship between frequency of leadership claiming behaviors and the granting of leadership
was also examined using model 1 of the PROCESS macro analysis. The overall model (F (3,70 =
3.02, p<.05, R2 = .115) was significant but the interaction term ((b = .173, t (3,70) = 1.615,
p>.05, CI: -.041, .386) was not significant. Hypothesis 3 predicted that the stronger the passive
follower role orientation is, the more linear the relationship would be, but a curvilinear
relationship would still be somewhat present. Therefore, as illustrated in Figure 4, Hypothesis 3
was not supported.
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Figure 4: Moderation effect of passive follower role orientation (PASS) on the frequency of leadership claiming
behaviors and granting of leadership.

Lastly for Hypothesis 4, the degree to which power distance moderated the relationship between
frequency of leadership claiming behaviors and the granting of leadership was also examined using
model 1 of the PROCESS macro analysis. Both the overall model (F (3,71 = 1.98, p>.05, R2 = .078)
and the interaction term ((b = .096, t (3,71) = .483, p>.631, CI: -.300, .492) were non-significant.
Therefore, these results did not offer support to Hypothesis 4, as shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: Moderation effect of power distance (PD) on the frequency of leadership claiming behaviors and granting
of leadership.

Exploratory Analyses
In attempt to gain more insight into the failure to find support for Hypothesis 1, given its
foundational nature, two sets of exploratory analyses were conducted. The first examines the
variance in granting of leadership by condition and the second examines the relationship between
perceived amounts of leadership claiming behavior by each team member and the granting of
leadership.
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When looking at the results for Hypothesis 1, given that the means of condition one and
two were very close together, an exploratory analysis was conducted to see if the variability
between the two conditions were significantly different. These results would help make
inferences as to how participants were reacting to medium amounts of leadership claiming
behaviors versus high amounts of leadership claiming behaviors, as it relates to the granting of
leadership. If differences in variability between condition 1 and 2 were statistically different, a
trend may be emerging where it would be more ideal to engage in a medium amount of
leadership claiming behavior, because there is less variability in the granting of leadership. A
Levene’s Test was conducted to test for the homogeneity of variance. When comparing condition
1 (the high condition) and condition 2 (the medium condition), Levene’s test shows that the
variances between the two conditions were not statistically different, F (1,49) = .320, p > .05.
Alternatively, an exploratory analysis was conducted to see if significant changes in the
granting of leadership could be observed through other measured variables which looked at the
degree to which participants perceived leadership claiming behaviors to be occurring (as
compared to the actual frequency of claiming behaviors). In this case, three separate ANOVA
analyses were conducted to examine the degree to which perceptions of leadership claiming
impacted the granting of leadership: one for each team member. The independent variable was
the degree to which participants perceived each team member engaged in leadership claiming
behavior, measured categorically (i.e., participants indicated low, medium, or high levels of
perceived leadership claims) and the dependent variable was the overall granting of leadership
for each team member.
Results indicated that participants differed in the degree to which they perceived the focal
actor engaged in leadership claims. Specifically, 60 participants perceived the focal actor to
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engage in high levels of leadership claiming, 12 perceived medium levels of leadership claiming
and 3 perceived low levels of leadership claiming. Results for the focal actor were significant, [F
(2,72) = 71.9, p = <.001], but not in-line with the proposed main relationship mentioned in the
present work. Tukey’s post-hoc test revealed that the mean level of leadership granting for when
the focal individual was perceived as engaging in high amounts of leadership claiming behavior
(M = 4.87, SD = .343), medium amounts of leadership claiming behavior (M = 4.08, SD = .669)
and low amounts (M = 2.00, SD = 1.00) were all significantly different from one another (see
Figure 6)

Figure 6: Relationship between the perceived frequency of leadership claiming behaviors coming from followers
and the granting of leadership for the focal actor.

For the second group member, labelled Group Member C, results also indicated that
participants differed in the degree to which they perceived Group Member C engaged in
leadership claims. Specifically, 28 participants perceived the group member to engage in high
levels of leadership claiming, 33 perceived medium levels of leadership claiming and 14
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perceived low levels of leadership claiming. Like the findings with the focal actor, results on
leadership granting were significant, [F (2,72) = 35.94, p = <.001], but not in-line with the
proposed relationship.
Tukey’s post-hoc test revealed that the mean level of leadership granting for when the
focal individual was perceived as engaging in high amounts of leadership claiming behavior (M
= 4.36, SD = .678), medium amounts of leadership claiming behavior (M = 3.61, SD = .704) and
low amounts (M = 2.36, SD = .842) were all significantly different from one another, as show in
Figure 7.

Figure 7: Relationship between the perceived frequency of leadership claiming behaviors coming from followers
and the granting of leadership for Group Member C

For the last group member, labelled Group Member S, 5 participants perceived this group
member to engage in high levels of leadership claiming, 37 perceived medium levels of
leadership claiming and 33 perceived low levels of leadership claiming. Results for leadership
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granting were significant, [F (2,72) = 24.67, p = <.001] and Tukey’s post-hoc test revealed the
perceived high frequency condition (M = 4.20, SD = 1.09) was statistically different than the
perceived medium frequency condition (M = 3.41, SD = .725) and perceived low frequency
condition (M = 2.30, SD = .770). However, differences between the perceived medium and low
condition were not significant. These results were again not in line with the proposed hypothesis
(see Figure 8).
Overall, trends of this analysis show a significant granting of leadership to individuals
who display higher amounts of leadership claiming behavior. However, trends also display the
differences (or slopes) between the high and medium conditions to be not as steep as compared
to the low and medium conditions. This potentially suggests that moderate amounts of claiming
behaviors and high amounts of claiming behaviors may not be significantly different after a
certain point.

Figure 8: Relationship between the perceived frequency of leadership claiming behaviors coming from followers
and the granting of leadership for Group Member S
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DISCUSSION
The primary purpose of this thesis was to determine the effects of differing frequencies of
leadership claiming behaviors and how it impacted follower’s perceptions of leadership granting.
The present work also looked to explore how certain individual differences related to
followership (i.e., followership role-orientation and power distance) could potentially play a
moderating role in this relationship. The findings of this study may provide more holistic insights
to the gaps found within the literature and give more understanding on how followers can
interpret participation as leadership claiming behavior, which ultimately affects their granting of
leadership.
For Hypothesis 1, results from this study did not support the hypothesis which predicted a
curvilinear relationship – rather, a more linear relationship was found. Given the results of
Hypothesis 1, the exploratory ANOVA analysis was conducted to see if the perceived amount of
leadership claiming behaviors versus actual frequency of leadership claiming behaviors yielded
different results in terms of trying to support the main hypothesis. The results of the exploratory
analysis could also begin to provide some insight as to why the original hypothesis was not
supported. The exploratory ANOVA analyses did not show a curvilinear relationship between
the perceived amount of leadership claiming behavior and the granting of leadership for any of
the group members. However, given that the instances of when participants perceived high,
medium, and low amounts of leadership claiming behavior were not equal, and sometimes
skewed very heavily, this could be affecting the results. Notably, the data did show some
interesting trends that are worth mentioning and seems to be in-line with the main hypothesis. As
visualized in Figures 6,7 and 8, a curvilinear trend seems to be emerging as the slopes between
the perceived low levels of leadership claiming and perceived medium levels of leadership
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claiming are steeper than the slopes between the medium and perceived high levels of leadership
claiming, regardless of the group member. Given the current trend of data being observed, with
more participants, it could be the case where the granting of leadership reaches a peak, then
begins to decrease, creating a curvilinear relationship. Highlighting the exploratory ANOVA
done on the focal actor, the results (although not in-line with the hypothesis) did provide insight
into the relationship between the perceived amount of leadership claiming behavior and the
granting of leadership. Specifically, the results showed that the amount of leadership claiming
behaviors and the granting of leadership are related to each other.
While the actual amount of leadership claiming behavior was not found to significantly
impact the granting of leadership, trends indicated a linear relationship. However, looking at
perceptions of leadership claiming behavior within the exploratory analyses did reveal a
significant relationship between the leadership claiming behaviors and the granting of leadership.
Moreover, post-hoc tests revealed these results were significantly different in the expected
direction. The form of the relationship was still fairly linear with some trends towards a
curvilinear form. Although there could be several reasons for why the results were this way
(which will be further discussed in the limitations), these trends are in line with the existing
literature that states participation in group discussion is a dominant predictor of leadership
emergence, and generally, individuals with the highest level of verbal participation are chosen to
be the leader in leaderless groups (Badura et al., 2018; Mullen, Salas & Driskell, 1989). Results
can also suggest that regardless of whether an actor is making conscious leadership claiming
behaviors, such as task-based or relations-based behaviors, any type of verbal participation can
influence a follower’s perception of who is fit to be the leader, and their granting of leadership.
This again is consistent with what Badura et. al. (2018) mentions about the “babble hypothesis,”
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which posits “that those who talk more are viewed as leaderlike” (p. 340). It may be the case
where individuals need to be exposed to extremely high levels of participation over time where
participation would then leave a negative impression on the follower. Alternatively, results may
indicate that a threshold-perspective to leadership behaviors are only appropriate to apply with
their affective-states (i.e., anger) as leadership claiming behaviors can be more difficult to
interpret.
The Levene’s test in the exploratory analysis showed that there were no major differences
in the variability between the high and medium leadership claiming conditions. In other words,
there was not enough evidence that a potential trend was emerging, where participants were
more likely to grant leadership under the condition where the focal actor engaged in a moderate
versus high amount of leadership claiming behavior. However, this could be because participants
even perceived the medium condition to have a high amount of leadership claiming behaviors,
which could potentially skew the results.
For Hypothesis 2, results showed that co-production role orientation did not influence or
interact with the relationship between the frequency of leadership claiming behaviors and the
granting of leadership. When looking at the results more closely, the trends show that followers
with a higher co-production role orientation were more willing to grant leadership to the focal
actor, regardless of the condition they were placed in. Since participants mostly interpreted all
conditions to be a “high frequency” condition, these results may help draw conclusions on coproduction-oriented followers’ sensitivity to the frequency of leadership claims made, and how it
affects their granting. Contrary to what was proposed in Hypothesis 2, what these trends suggest
is that followers with this type of follower orientation may also find it more desirable when
actors display high amounts of claims to leadership via task- and relations-based claims. This
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could be because these types of followers believe the leader-follower relationship is dynamic
(Carsten, Uhl-Bien, & Huang, 2018), and since the main actor in the experiment was speaking
often and relaying important details, this could have matched the follower’s expectation of a
prototypical leader.
For Hypothesis 3, results for passive follower role orientation did show that this type of
follower orientation influenced the relationship between the frequency of leadership claiming
behaviors and the granting of leadership, but again, was not in-line with the proposed hypotheses
due to the absence of a curvilinear relationship. Results showed that individuals with higher
scores in passive follower role orientation would grant leadership similarly to the focal actor,
regardless of the frequency in which he engaged in leadership claiming behaviors. Like the
rationale for Hypothesis 2, a potential reason for this finding could be due to the design of the
study. Creating separate conditions for varying levels leadership claiming behaviors (i.e., the
manipulation) did not work as intended, as participants generally viewed the actor to engage in
higher levels of leadership claiming behaviors, regardless of the condition they were placed in.
Given how individuals were perceiving the frequency of leadership claiming behavior as
predominately high, these findings do align with the theoretical assumptions made about passiveoriented followers in the present work. As mentioned by Carsten and Uhl-Bien (2017), followers
with strong passive orientations defer to the leader to communicate, make decisions, and take
responsibility for the team’s goals. In other words, the more leaders do, the better it is for this
type of follower. And so, in line with how passive-oriented followers view designated leaders,
the findings suggest that they apply the same mindset to individuals trying to naturally emerge as
a leader as well. A minimum threshold of claiming behavior needs to be met for them to grant
leadership, but there is no “upper-threshold” of claiming behavior, which would cause them to
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not grant leadership anymore. Looking at this from another perspective, individuals who scored
lower in passive follower orientation showed a steady decline in the granting of leadership, as the
frequency of leadership claiming behavior went down.
Finally, for Hypothesis 4, results showed that power distance did not influence the
relationship between the frequency of leadership claiming behaviors and the granting of
leadership. Similar to the trends found in Hypothesis 2, followers with higher power distance
values (PDV) were more willing to grant leadership regardless of the condition. Since the
conditions of the study were all perceived to be a “high claiming” condition, these trends do
seem to be in line with the rationale proposed in the present work. As mentioned previously,
followers with PDV would be more willing to grant leadership to individuals who display high
levels of leadership claims because they would expect more involvement, opinions and
directions coming from a leader (Cole, Carter & Zhang, 2013).

Implications
Although the results of the study were not in-line with the hypotheses, the trends that
emerged can still give practical insight for studying leadership emergence and addressing gaps
founds within the literature. Given the results shown in Hypothesis 1, the present work further
reinforces the idea that high amounts of group participation is critical when trying to emerge as a
leader. However, with the trends shown in the exploratory analysis, although displaying high
amounts of leadership claiming behaviors can lead the granting of leadership, displaying
moderate amounts of leadership claiming behaviors may be just as effective after a certain period
and interaction. In other words, when initially starting to interact with team members, displaying
high amounts of leadership claiming behavior can help lead to the granting of leadership, and in
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the later stages of the team interacting, the frequency of these leadership claims does not need to
be as high for leadership to continue to be granted from followers.
Results also suggest that certain follower characteristics can influence how individuals
interpret ideal amounts of leadership claiming behaviors. When trying to emerge as a leader, it
may be strategic to first survey group members and adjust the amount of claims you make
accordingly. Rather than blindly making claims to leadership, taking the time to first understand
the follower and their preferences seems to be more advantageous, and can potentially lead to the
granting of leadership faster.

Limitations
Several limitations of the present study have been identified surrounding the experiment.
Given the nature of leadership emergence and team interactions, one of the main limitations was
that participants were not able to interact with the leader and contribute to team’s overall goal,
rather, they only observed the team interact. As discussed earlier, under the assumption of the
Theory of Leadership Identity Construction (DeRue & Ashford, 2010), the leader-follower
relationship is dynamic and fluid, where interactions between the leader and follower help build
their appropriate identities over time. Because of this, the participant may not have been able to
truly assess the actor as a potential leader, given that the actor was not interacting with them
directly. This could make the participant feel as though they were not a part of the team, and not
feel tied to their developing follower identity, which could affect how they grant leadership and
interpreted claiming behaviors coming from the actor. The literature also mentions that in
previous studies of leadership emergence, opportunities are presented to all group members to
identify if someone is leader-like via group discussion and interaction (Ensari, Riggio, Christian
& Carslaw, 2011). Again, because a direct opportunity for the participant was not presented for
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them to interact with other group members, assumptions made by the participant based on the
actor’s leadership claiming behaviors could have been skewed and not align with the theory of
leadership identity construction via the lack of social interaction.
Another limitation of the study involves the time in which participants observed the team
interact. Although participants were primed to imagine themselves being a part of the team, they
were only exposed to the team interacting for about an hour over four rounds of decision making.
Shamir (2011) mentions that for many leadership theories in general (not just theories of
leadership emergence), time is critical to the understanding of leadership relationships and how
they develop. In the early stages of the leader-follower relationship, there may be a
“honeymoon” period where followers have positive interactions with the leader that makes the
individual fit their prototypical expectations of what a leader should be like. Over time, once the
“honey-moon” period is over, and the leader and follower are subject to more interaction,
follower’s perceptions of whether the actor is truly fit to be the leader could change. Conversely,
individuals may leave a negative first impression on followers in the beginning stages, and over
time, be given the opportunities to act in ways that would redeem themselves and be appointed
as a leader eventually. Given that participants of this study could only observe the actor for an
hour, versus over a few days or weeks, this could have again skewed their decision on whether
they really want to grant (or not grant) leadership to the actor, and if the curvilinear phenomena
exist. Time may have also been a factor in another way in that being passive while watching the
video segments may have caused participants attention to drift.
Lastly, another limitation of the study and its results was that the manipulation did not
work as intended. As referenced above, the frequency of leadership claiming behaviors coming
from the focal actor were not perceived to be significantly different across the three conditions.
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Although the created leadership scripts differed in the amount of task- or relations-based claims
per condition, individuals still interpreted other types of participation (i.e., answering questions
coming from other group members which were not claims to leadership) as a claiming behavior.
In each condition of the study, the focal individual spoke up more times than the other group
members by nature of their interactions. In the high condition, the focal actor spoke 115 times
compared to the other two members who spoke 91 times and 69 times. In the medium condition,
the focal actor spoke 106 times compared to the other two members who spoke 91 times and 69
times, and in the low condition, the focal actor spoke 102 times versus the other two members
speaking 91 times and 69 times. In this case, because of the number of times the actor was
speaking compared to the other two members, participants could have easily perceived other
types of participation as leadership claiming behaviors which were not accounted for.

Future Directions
The results of the study did not reveal a curvilinear relationship between the frequency of
leadership claiming behaviors and the granting of leadership from followers. However, given
certain limitations of the study, there may be opportunities to observe this relationship in future
studies, and explore this potential phenomenon further.
As referenced in the limitations section, participants did not have an opportunity to
directly interact with group members. Future studies could take advantage of more traditional
approaches to studying leadership emergence via leaderless group discussions (Badura et al.,
2018), and include a confederate who will manipulate the frequency in which they make
leadership claims. Incorporating leaderless group discussions may also allow the study to be
more longitudinal in nature where the variable of time can be considered further. Degrees of
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virtuality can also be manipulated to see how non-verbal cues coming from an actor can affect
results. The present study was the first step in trying to better understand a curvilinear
relationship between claiming frequency and granting, and future studies can investigate this
with a stronger form of measurement which would be within a real team or a live team where
dynamic interplay could be evidenced.
Future work could also further explore differences between task-based or relations-based
participation, when trying to explore a curvilinear relationship. In the present study, task-based
claims and relations-based claims were equally distributed in the leadership scripts. Future work
could look to place an emphasis on one type of claiming behavior (i.e., task- or relations-based
claims), and see if any prominent curvilinear relationships emerge as a function of the types of
claims being made. Furthermore, different types of participation can also be manipulated to test
whether the frequency of speaking (regardless of what is being said) is a main driver in the
granting of leadership, or if task- or relations-based verbal claims have more of an influence on
the proposed relationship. For examples, there are instances in group discussion where although
someone may be speaking very frequently, they could just be relaying information or answering
questions coming from other group members. In this case, high levels of participation and
speaking may not be associated with the granting of leadership. Future studies are encouraged to
further explore this relationship, as participation has been shown to be a central factor to
leadership emergence (Mullen, Salas & Driskell, 1989). Future studies can also explore the
effects of direct claims to leadership (i.e., asking to be the leader of the group), and how results
differ from the indirect claims to leadership that the present study focused on.
Lastly, future work can explore the effects of moderating variables on the relationships
between the frequency of claiming behaviors and the granting of leadership. The present work
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only looked at two moderating factors of followership: followership role orientation and power
distance. Studies can look to build on the trends that were identified with these variables in the
present work and explore differences in these results with studies that examine leadership
emergence in other ways (i.e., leaderless groups). Additionally, future work can also look other
moderating variables as there are many other factors of a follower that could potentially be
influencing the way they interpret leadership claiming behavior and grant leadership. Examples
include individuals’ leadership self-identity, personality, or propensity to trust. Exploring
multiple moderating variables of followers may give a more holistic approach to understanding
the mechanisms which affect the overall granting of leadership.
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APPENDIX A:
LEADERSHIP SCRIPT
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Achievement Foci
Leadership Statements

Leadership Behavior &
Source

Nature of Leadership
Behavior

Vignette Specific
(Y/N)

Hey everyone, my name is _____,
nice to meet you all

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Quickly build and sustain
effective relationships
(Zimmeran et al. , 2008);
Support Social Climate
(Moregeson, DeRue, &
Karam, 2010)

Relations-Based

Y- During round 1

That’s a great suggestion/point,
_____, I think that'll really help us
figure this part out

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Make people feel part of
the team (Zimmeran et al. ,
2008)

Relations-Based

N

Nice job with the previous
decisions period, team! I think
we're doing great

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

This person praises others
in the team for what they
have done (Cogliser et al.,
2012)

Relations-Based

Y-During round 2/3/4

How is everyone feeling about the
task so far?

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Show concern for others
experiences and feelings
(Shollen & Brunner, 2014)

Relations-Based

Y-During round 2/3/4

Okay so here are the screenplays
we've come up with, is everyone
good with this decision?

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Search for consensus
(Shollen & Brunner, 2014)

Relations-Based

N

…. No you go ahead, I'll say my
point after yours

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Shows care and respect for
others (Shollen & Brunner ,
2014); Support Social
Climate (Morgeson ,
DeRue, & Karam, 2010)

Relations-Based

N

_____, you brought up a good
point earlier, which screenplay
would you choose in this case
I think that was actually a really
important point to bring up,
thanks for sharing
To help make sure we all get to
speak, we should raise our hands
on zoom when someone else is
talking and we want to say
something

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Support for other leaders
(Shollen & Brunner , 2014)

Relations-Based

N

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Feedback (Morgenson,
DeRue, & Karam, 2010)

Relations-Based

N

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Task -& RelationsBased

N

For movie _____, the information
on my sheet says that
____________, what does
everyone else’s information say
about this screenplay
How to people feel about
Screenplay ____, my information
says that_______

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Have a very organized way
of interacting with team
members (Zimmeran et al. ,
2008); Support social
climate(Morgenson,
DeRue, & Karam, 2010)
Stimulate information
sharing among team
members (Zimmeran et al. ,
2008)

Task -& RelationsBased

N

Stimulate information
sharing among team
members (Zimmeran et al. ,
2008)

Task -& RelationsBased

N

facilitating/participating
in group discussions
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Based on what we talked about, I
think these would be the best
screenplays to choose with this
level of marketing. What does
everyone else think of it?

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

I definitely think that this is the
right screenplay to choose based
on what we talked about
Hmmm I think you're right _____,
that's a good point you brought
up

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

For movie_____, you mentioned
that it _____ earlier, can you read
out the information again, just to
make sure everyone heard that
correctly?
Rather than following the same
pattern we tried last time, we
need to try something different
Lets think about this a different
way, are we sure this is the best
approach?

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

facilitating/participating
in group discussions
facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Lets other people
participate in decision
making (Zimmerman et al.,
2008); Support Social
Climate, maybe Encourage
Team Self Management or
Solve Problems (Morgeson,
DeRue, & Karam, 2010)
Demonstrates confidence
(Zimmerman et al., 2008)

Task-and-Relations
based

N

Task-and-Relations
based

N

Solicit and listens to ideas
and opinions from other
team members
(Zimmerman et al., 2008);
Support Social Climate
(Morgeson, DeRue, &
Karam, 2010)
Prevent misunderstanding
in communication
(Zimmerman et al., 2008)

Task-and-Relations
based

N

Task-and-Relations
based

N

Challenge Team
(Morgenson, DeRue, &
Karam, 2010)
Challenge Team
(Morgenson, DeRue, &
Karam, 2010)

Task-and-Relations
based

Y-During round 2/3/4

Task-and-Relations
based

N
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So before we start, based on the
instructions given, does everyone
get what the objective of the task
is?
From what the researcher said, I
think we should first talk about
what unique information we all
have, and see how we can use
that to make decisions
So my role is the ________ VP. It
gives me information about the
_____________

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Ensure a common
understanding of tasks
(Zimmeran et al. , 2008)

Task-Based

Y- During round 1

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Stimulate inforation
sharing with different
teams (Zimmeran et al. ,
2008)

Task-Based

Y- During round 1

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Task-Based

Y- During round 1

_____, you said you were the
_____ VP right? Could you tell us
the information you have on
movie _________
Ok everyone, lets make sure we
hit the maximum amount of profit
for the next decisions period

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Stimulate inforation
sharing with different
teams (Zimmeran et al. ,
2008)
Monitor commitment of
the team members to their
tasks (Zimmeran et al. ,
2008)
Focus on outcomes and
deliverables rather than
acitivites (Zimmeran et al. ,
2008)

Task-Based

N

Task-Based

Y-During round 2/3/4

This person provides
direction for the team
(Cogliser et al., 2012);
Structure & Plan
(Morgeson, DeRue, &
Karam, 2010)

Task-Based

N

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

I think we should try looking at
facilitating/participating
these other screenplays here
in group discussions
instead of focusing on this one too
much
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Let's come up with a game plan on facilitating/participating
how we should take turns sharing in group discussions
information

Lets start by talking about some
screenplays that seem to be a
good choice

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

I think we need to start making
these deicisons faster, we only
have 15 minutes to decide
Let me start by mentioning the
screenplays that I think would be
good to look at
Based on the feedback we got, I
think we should approach the task
like __________ next time

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Direct work flow and
dialogue (Shollen &
Brunner, 2014); Structure
and Plan (Morgeson,
DeRue, & Karam, 2010)
This person provides
direction for the team
(Cogliser et al., 2012);
Structure & Plan
(Morgeson, DeRue, &
Karam, 2010)
Efficiency-oriented (Shollen
& Brunner, 2014)

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Take iniitative (Shollen &
Brunner , 2014)

Task-Based

N

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Structuring & Planning
(Morgenson, DeRue, &
Karam, 2010)

Task-Based

Y-During round 2/3/4

Who was the VP of _____again? I
think we should hear from them
with the information that they
have.
*Can ask this question for all team
members at one point*

facilitating/participating
in group discussions

Provides resources
(Morgenson, DeRue, &
Karam, 2010)

Task-Based

N
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Task-based

N

Task-Based

N

Task-Based

N

APPENDIX B:
MANIPULATION CHECK

Please read and answer each of the following questions about the team members’ behavior
during the Tinsel Town task.

1) Rate the frequency with which you felt that [Team Member] engaged in leadership behaviors
during the the Tinsel Town simulation game?
a. Low frequency
b. Medium frequency
c. High frequency
Please use the following scale in answering the next question:
Scale: 1=Never, 2=Rarely, 3= Occasionally , 4= Usually, 5= Very Frequently
2) To what extent did each of the team members engage in leadership behaviors:
• Vice President of Research
• Vice President of Marketing
• Vice President of Talent
*Participants will be prompted with this question at the conclusion of the experimental task, just
prior to debrief*
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APPENDIX C:
DEMOGRAPHICS
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1) What is your gender:

☐ Male
☐ Female

2) What is your age?

___________
3) What is your race or ethnic background? (check all that apply):

☐ White/Caucasian, Anglo, European American; not Hispanic
☐ Black/African American
☐ Hispanic or Latino, including Mexican American, Central American
☐ Asian or Asian American, including Chinese, Japanese
☐ Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian
☐ American Indian
☐ Alaskan Native
☐ Middle Eastern, including Northern African, Arabic, West Asian, and others
☐ Other: Please Describe___________________

4) Class:

☐ Freshman
☐ Sophomore
☐ Junior
☐ Senior
If Senior – please indicate your year (i.e. 4th year, 5th year, etc.) ______________

5) Major:

_______________________

6) UCF GPA (or high school if you haven’t started classes): ___________
7) Have you ever played the simulation game Tinsel Town before?

☐ No
☐ Yes
If Yes, please provide the last time you played:
__________________________________

8) How many leadership roles do you currently hold or have you held in the past six months?

This could include leadership of student organizations, at work, community organizations,
etc.: _____________
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9) If you have held leadership roles, please indicate the type of organization (check all that

apply):
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Community or non-profit organization
Religious congregation
Student organization
Political organization
Work
Student project
Sports team or other hobby involving teams
Other: ______________

10) What is the largest team you have ever led?

a.
b.
c.
d.

1-5 members
6-10 members
More than 10 members
I have never led a team.

11) Do you know any of the participants in this study?

a. Yes
b. No
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APPENDIX D:
FOLLOWERSHIP ROLE ORIENTATION
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The questions below will ask you about your beliefs. Please respond based on how much you
agree with each of the following statements
Scale: 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Somewhat Disagree 4=Neither agree nor disagree,
5=Somewhat agree, 6=Strongly Agree
C-PO_1: Followers should be on the lookout for suggestions they can offer to superiors.
C-PO_2: Followers should proactively identify problems that could affect the organization.
C-PO_3: As part of their role, followers must be willing to challenge superiors’ assumptions.
C-PO_4: Followers should be proactive in thinking about things that could go wrong
C-PO_5: Followers should communicate their opinions, even when they know leaders may
disagree.
PRO_1: At the end of the day, followers cannot be held accountable for the performance of a
unit.
PRO_2 Being a follower means that you don’t have to think about changing the way work gets
done
PRO_3: Followers do not have to take on much responsibility for thinking about how things get
done.
PRO_4: Because one is a follower, she/he does not have to worry about being involved in
decision making.
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APPENDIX E:
POWER DISTANCE
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The questions below will ask you about your beliefs. Please respond based on how much you
agree with each of the following statements.
Scale: 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Somewhat disagree, 3=Neither agree nor disagree, 4=Somewhat
agree, 5=Strongly agree
CVS_1: People in higher positions should make most decisions without consulting people in
lower positions.
CVS_2: People in higher positions should not ask the opinions of people in lower positions too
frequently.
CVS_3: People in higher positions should avoid social interaction with people in lower
positions.
CVS_4: People in lower positions should not disagree with decisions by people in higher
positions.
CVS_5: People in higher positions should not delegate important tasks to people in lower
positions.
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APPENDIX F:
GRANTING OF LEADERSHIP/LEADERSHIP EMERGENCE
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Please read each question and use the following scale to answer the questions below.
Scale: 1=Not at all, 2=Slightly, 3= Somewhat, 4=Moderately, 5= Extremely
1) After observing the team during the last round, to what extent would you grant leadership to
the Vice President of Marketing?
2) After observing the team during the last round, to what extent would you grant leadership to
the Vice President of Research?
3) After observing the team during the last round, to what extent would you grant leadership to
the Vice President of Talent?
4) If you were to choose a person to be the leader during the next round to what extent would it
be the:
• Vice President of Marketing
• Vice President of Research
• Vice President of Talent
*Participants will be prompted with this question after every round*
Please read the question below and answer using the following scale:
Scale: 1=Not at all, 2=Slightly, 3= Somewhat, 4=Moderately, 5= Extremely

1) In thinking about the team across all rounds of the Tinsel Town task, to what extent did you
perceive [name of each member] to be the leader?
*Participants will be prompted with this question at the conclusion of the experimental task, just
prior to the manipulation check*
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APPENDIX G: IRB APPROVAL LETTER
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